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Application No. O9/S88.059 Attom^s Docket Wo. 01 19-071 

Response to Wiarch 25. 2005, Action 

Claims 1-33 aire pending. 

In tte psnding OiFRce Aciion, claims 9 and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 1 12» second paregraph. for indeifiniteness because tthey relate to "ofiSin©" tensmission 
of informaltton fronm a clleni to a service provider f'SP*). Such operatioim ds described in 
the applicatoon, ifbr example, ©t p. 1 i , II. 1 9-21 . and uses the ^rd "olMln®" In iite wt^l^ 
understood sense of norTHContf^poraneous. Se®, e.g., Denis Howb, The Free On-line 
Ofctibnary of Compurtinsi, 1993-2005, which deiSnes "off-line" or "offline" as foliom: 

2, Wot t\Q^ or not heir®. Tef s take this discussSon off-line." Specfficaify 

used on Usenet to sysggest that st discussiort be moved of? a public 

nemgroup to e-nnaQB. 

In vietftf of these uses of the word. K is submitted that the rejected daims meet the 
requirements of Section 112, which sfter at! nsquores c^ly that the claims be nsasonablv 
ctear to the artisan. As enplaoned in Section 21 73.02 of the MPEP: 

Some latitude in the manr^r of e^pmgssion and the ®ptn®ss of terms 
should be permitted even though the daim language os owt as pnsdse as 
the examiner might desire. Examiners are encouraged to syggest daiim 
language to applicants to Improve the daoty or precteion of the language 
used, but should not mBjed daims or insist on their ow/n preferences iff 
other modes off expression selected by applicants satisfy the statutory 
requtrement. 

Sf the EifsmirTier contiinLBes to assert that claims 9 and 19 ane indefinite, he is respectfully 
requested to suggest daim language having improved cllari^. 

Claims 1-8. 8-10, and 12-33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) for 
antidpation by U.S. Patent Ho, 9,119,0^5 to Giniger el al. C'GinigeO. daims 7, 1 1 , 
and 30 stafid rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) ffor obviousnsess over a combination of 
Giniger and B. Schneier, Aoolted CrvptoQiraohv , 19SS. John Wiley & Sons. Inc., pp. 47- 

54, 185-187 ("Schneier^. 

These rejections should be reconsidered and withdrawn because nerttner Ginlger 
nor the combination of Giniger and Schneier teaches or even suggests ail of the 
features recited in the darms, and thus Giniger and Schneter are insuffScient as bases 
tor either anticipation or a prima facie case of obviousriess. 
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Appticationi Mo. 09/988.659 AKomey'© Dockefc No. 0119-071 

RespoTis® to Mardh 25, 2005, Action 

: The-clsSms geineiratly nsteit© to locatbn-foased s^toes from ihirdl pari)f s®nfEce 
providesfs fSPa**). A probtem wKh such servioss i$ nofc^ in th© ©ppltosition on page i . 
M 25-29: •"locatan dts^x^ndeinfl a®irvic©s presont concsms ralsitiins to th© privacy 
righfis of aiBbscribors. Msny @y bgcrib®rs are relucteiint to havo tSTnaiir tocsiicon monKomsd to. 
avoid bre©€h©s of privacy lltom variou® govoErnmentol sigenctes, eommeraal ©mffltes, oir 
©ven fronm persoosl ©oqiuaositencss." 

Accoffdlirigtyp d©im 1, for ©xwipte, d©fiin®s a m©»iod for aimiSgilDiTig © toca1Soini4)as©d 
^rvQce Iffom an SP tthaS incDud©^, m ^^n^ni pa^, trainsmitUng (sncyvnited MenlSficgfeo 
intomn^ao?^ from fih© cStemt to th© SP, afnd teunchong a toc^ttofn [n^y©st from th© SP to 
lah© n<steairtt IcscalSon seirver C'WLS"), 1S^© tocation request includSing Itlh© ©ncmii(^ 
Sdentgjfe^Don flu^rmatBon received tarti the dbnt. The yind©rtosr^5intg ItiogNligfilts the ffadt 
ffliiat ©ncrypiod tatormatSon passes ifirom Ithe dcsnt to the SP aimd ftwi ih© SP to ti© MLS. 
Ind<^nd©int daoms 12 and 24 tev© r©dte(iloos similar to 4hes© ponSoos off daim 1. 
• Privacy m ateo eimayred by fthe ini©tyifonic enfttly defined by irndeipeinideinill daim 21 fthaft 
pmvBdes a ireqiyested location of a mobile doend to an SP wUhiout Ddeffntrfycng 4h© mobile 
client • Privacy m ateo ensured by tlh© mobote clnent defined by indepeindentl dalm 27 Hhai 
provides encrypted dlent identification iinformation a n^yestt to an SP. 

The pendSng Actoop asserts in the portion of paragraph 6 bridgSng pagss 3 and 4 
that GSnigpr teaches "Launching a [location ret^uest from the SP to the MLS the tocalion 
request Sndudins the encrypted iid®nitiification inlformatiion received from the dient / 
Remote Aodsss Server - Security EBement - Seirver (Fig 8, Elements 801 , 802. SOS, 
*045)- §ind dting col, 15, 1. 3, that netytfortts use a request response communication 
strudure. Thos ©ss<srtjon r^ot completely understood. 

Jt is noted that Ginigef s Remote Access Server 801 , Security Element 802, and 
Server 805 are depicted In FIG. 8 as a Central Site Server 107', and therefore any 
oommunicsitiom be&ftfssn the elements 801, 802» 805 simpty occur within a sanglls 
entity, not belfeyeen a Hhprd-oartv SP and an NLS as claimed. The pending Action admits 
this at the beginning off parsigraph 6, in charadersing the Central SKe Server as the 
NLS feature of the claims. Accofdingfy, communications within Giniger's Central Site 
Seirver ©ay nothing about communi<^tt{ons betw^een a third-party SP and an MLS that 
indude encrypted identjfioatjon onformation nscelved from a dcent as clainfied. 
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Sent By: Savage, Esq.; +1 919 677 1298 ; Jun-27-05 16:39; Page 

Applccatlon No. 08/988,859 Attorney's Docket No. 01 19-071 

Respons® to Mairch 25. 2005, Ac^on 

Even if it is granted for the sakd off argument that ooramunicattoinB bofeweon 
GSniger's etemeots 801, 802, 805 can characterized ss oocurrir^ between an MLS 
• and a WtTd-p&j^ SP, Ginlger does not describe launchmg a iccatJon usqiuest from the 
SP to ttii© C^LS that includes encfypHed tdentWiicatton cnfbirmatton received firom a dlent. 
At cOI. 20, 11. 16-37, Giniger describes the operation of its secyrii^ etement 802 in very . 
geneira)! terms as having a secure mode and a pass-through mode that are s®l®ctg4jll© 
by the user. From Ih© generality of the description, it is submittisd that Ginlger simpDy 
does not describe teunchins a locaition request from th® third-party SP to the NLS that . 
includes ^crypted identiification infomiatton fSCSDwed from a dient or providing etther a 
req|uest<Kfl tocafiion of a moblte dilent to an SP without cdentiHying th® mobile dient or 
encrypted dient identrffocatcon Wtormation with a retjuest to an SP. AcoordingJy, Gincger 
fails to anticipate any of the pendlr^ dalms. and 51 is respet^I^ msquestiad that th® 
antidpatDorii insjections be reconscdered arnll withdrawn. 

The features described above that are absent from Gonlger ana nc^ suppKed by 
Schneisr, as admitted on th® pending Action. Accordingly, th® cited documents faill to 
support a psims fsicia <^se of obviousness, which recuuires, annong other things, 
disctosura of all of th® fissSuipes claimed, and thus it is lespedfulHy requested that the 
obviousness rejections be reconsidered and withdrawn. In view of these remarks, it is 
believed unnecessary to discuss In detail the other two irequinsmsnits of a prima ?eidis 
case, moiavstlon to combine and reasonabt© expectatton of successful combir«)t!on, 
esoept to state that these woukS also have besn lacking from the cited documenrts. 

It OS respectively submitted thai this application is now in condition for allowance, 
and an eariy Motice to this effect Is respectfully solicited. Ilf th® Ejiamtner has any 
questions, the urtders^ned atSomey may be telephoned at th© number given below. 

The .Offios's attention is drawn to th® Power of Attorney to Prosecute AppHcatrans 
and Change of Correspondenc© Address that were filed on Rflarch 11 1 . 2005. 

Potorrtac Patent Group PLLC 
P.O. BOK 855 

W!cLean,VA 22101 ^ 
Tel: 919 677 9591 Mtohael G. Savage 

Filed June ^27. 2005 Registration Mo. 32,5SS 
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